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The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 
Period for Reply ^ 


A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE ^ MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 

WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )□ Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

2a)IEI This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) (iJ/ciaim(s) /M/3 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) [ZKCIaim(s) (L^2. is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

!.□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 


Attach ment(s) 

1) £3 Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 
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5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 
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Application/Control Number: 10/693,443 Page 2 

Art Unit: 3764 

Response to applicants remarks amendments and Affidavit dated 5-15-06. 

The affidavit filed on 5-15-06 under 37 CFR 1.131 has been considered but is ineffective 
to overcome the Davis 6752745 reference. 

The evidence submitted is insufficient to establish a reduction to practice of the invention 
in this country or a NAFTA or WTO member country prior to the effective date of the Davis 
6752745 reference. 

The evidence submitted is insufficient to establish a conception of the invention prior to 
the effective date of the Davis reference. While conception is the mental part of the inventive 
act, it must be capable of proof, such as by demonstrative evidence or by a complete disclosure 
to another. Conception is more than a vague idea of how to solve a problem. The requisite 
means themselves and their interaction must also be comprehended. See Mergenthaler v. 
Scudder, 1897 CD. 724, 81 O.G. 1417 (D.C. Cir. 1897). The applicant has failed to provide 
items such as sketches, blue prints reproductions of note book entries and items such as 
supporting statement by others. 

A general allegation that the invention was completed prior to the date of the reference is 
insufficient. 

37 CFR 1.31(b) requires that original exhibits of drawing or records or photo copies 
accompany or form part of the affidavit or declaration or their absence explained. In Ex parte 
Donovan 1890 CD. 109. 520.G. 309 (Comm'r Pat. 1890). 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 1 1 3 12, 14, 15, 26 5 27 and 30-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Arsenault. 

The above claims are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the office action of 
1/20/06. Applicant amendments of including translational movement of said body support may 
be achieved between the telescopic relationship between the telescopic relationship between 
elements (26) as broadly claim. The induction of function language so broad so as to be broadly 
achievable by Arsenault. 

In regard to claims 30-32 applicant discloses a device which travels along a rectangular 
frame not a rectangular path clarification is required. Support for this claim limitation is not 
found in the specification or claims. 

The functional language of claims 33 and 34 could be achieved when using the device of 
Arsenault. 

Claims 35-39 and 41 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Rich 
5788606. 

In regard to claims 35 and 41 Rich discloses a device comprising a track (50, 52) a 
movable body support (20) said body support capable of translational movement, and an 
elastically deformable foot support. The function of claim 41 is capable of being achieved by 
Rich. 
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In regard to claims 36-38 elements 66 are capable of being stretched in any desired 
direction. 

In regard to claim 30 note Rich Figure 1 . 

Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rich. 

In regard to claim 40, and as broadly claimed, Rich discloses a trampoline as his foot 
support, said trampoline have a frame upon which a foot may engage and it is well known and 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include spring members between a resilient mat of a 
trampoline and the frame member of the trampoline. 

The function of claim 41, may be achieved when using the device of Rich. 

Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Rich. 

Rich discloses a device comprising: a frame assembly, a track (52) carried by said frame 
assembly, a movable body support capable of linear movement, and a trampoline connected to 
said frame. 

Claims 11, 17, 18 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Endelman. 

Claims 11, 17, 18 and 25 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of 
the same claims dated 1/20/06. 

Claims 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Endelman 
in view of Westfall et al. 

The above claims are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of the 
same claims, in the office action dated 1/20/06. 
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Claim 43 objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

Claims 13-28 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Arsenault in view of Nissen. 

The above claims are rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of the 
same claims in the office action dated 1/20/06. 

(e) the invention was described in (I) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1 1,16,23, and 24 are rejected under 35 u s c 103(a) as being unpatentable over Davis. 

The above claims are rejected for the same reason's as set forth in the rejection of the 
same claims in the Office Action dated 1/20/06. 
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